1 / 12/74 


Bear Wr, Schorr, 

There is a reason for this response to your letter of the 10th. 

the theorise. But lot us take your own formulation, separating 

tne sentences of your second para^jraph: ^ ^ 

iinuginf°"”^^^’ wjinted to iiarass me in its own interest I cannot 

Jl had no problem, as far as I know, with the FBI, but only with the White tk)use." 

investigation!'^**' ^ to gain from an overt 

^^""^^.^^^t^nce assumes you understand the PJJI'a interest and that it was 

followuig that interest. But suppose its interest was not in you but 
xn using you -say Jo get at so^e V/}iito House characters? 

_ You had ^ problems with it but did with the White House. The FBI knew this as 
well as you did. t also know there was no possibility of your being offered a iob 
^d it knew that personnelt investigations simply can't be kept secret. So, it mde 
one of you knowing that it would becoiae kiiovna* 

n course^ the Wliite House had nothing to gain from this. Precisely why the FBI 

r.“ >»o ™ 

di<l not’^lwa fS“SoS°"°‘'" “ iPtl.'i.P.t.. I'eahapa I 

It is practised on those who are not likely to bo intimidated by it, too. 

/uid it promotes a Icind of paranoia. 

have tnewn ^ expected you would be shushed. They should 

have known you very well. This is to say no more than they know thoir business. 

show you said tliat the amiable and attractive Sam Ervin was for the 
fxrst.time shoidaig signs of pulling in his horns. I think you missSd a mStitude of 

gini^ng with the organization of the hearings, the sequence of witnesses and including 

^ questfleraS°StesS^'o^^ 

But the perforiaances were attaaotive and we pei-mitted ourselves to be amused. 

bv thel'^lJ^^l'^ f comiaittees whose work has been touched 

by those matters as it has been and will bo of all thi; others involved. 

left S theSi!"^ certainties, it is as you say, "we are 


Sincerely^ 


Harold V/eisberg 


